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Off4Firms in a Nutshell  
 
 
 
 
 
Off4Firms – Accelerating CO2-Emission Reductions via Corporate Programmes 
 
Off4Firms is an applied research and innovation project aiming at reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 
energy consumption of private households. The project is led by ETH Zurich (Chair of Economics, Prof. 
Renate Schubert) and involves project partners from academia and business: Wageningen University, South 
Pole Carbon, Swiss Re, and ewz. Partially financed by EIT Climate-KIC, the project runs from April 2012 until 
March 2014. 
 
Off4Firms starts from the premise that private households bear an enormous potential for reducing 
emissions and energy consumption, while incentives coupled with energy efficiency measures such as energy 
efficient equipment and sustainable transport options like electric bicycles offered by companies to their 
employees is one effective way to reduce those household emissions. This creates a win-win situation for 
employees and firms. On the one hand, employees benefit from a more sustainable lifestyle which may also 
pay off through lower energy costs. Companies, on the other hand, can enhance their reputation and 
strengthen stakeholders trust. In addition, they may even profit from their employees’ emission reductions 
in case of carbon co-finance is a viable option.  
 
Off4Firms is developing a comprehensive sustainability offer to disseminate clean energy products and 
innovations to households which is based on a thorough evaluation of existing energy efficiency measures to 
reduce energy use and CO2 emissions in employees’ private lives. Evaluation criteria are effectiveness, cost 
efficiency, verifiability and acceptability of those measures. Our results coming out of a survey among 
employees of a multi-national corporation reveal the attractiveness and acceptability of different measures. 
In a next step, best practice measures can thus be identified and a company-tailored CO2 reduction 
programme can be developed.  Ultimately, the Off4Firms Project designed to develop an attractive climate 
engagement service will be embedded in policy framework. This can assure the compatibility of Off4Firms’ 
climate actions with the national CO2-strategy, while at the same time the thereby achieved emission 
reductions become eligible for certification and revenue generation. 
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List of Recommendations 
 
Results-based recommendations: 
• Keep participation for employees as simple as possible. In particular, complex subsidy application 
processes should be avoided 
• Offer a large enough number of different emission reduction activities so that each employee finds an 
attractive investment possibility  
• Check whether or not subsidy payments are large enough to incentivize the realization of the offered 
emission reduction activities 
• Communicate well that the programme is not meant to result in financial benefits for the company but to 
foster as much CO2 emission reductions as possible 
• Run an ex-ante survey determining emission reduction activities which haven’t been realized so far and 
offer investment options which are not yet widely used (e.g. photo-thermal hybrid solar collectors instead 
of public transport passes)in order to reduce the number of non-additional emission reduction activities 
fostered by the programme  
• Include a simple tool similar to the analysed CO2 calculation tool, which gives employees information 
about the environmental effectiveness (i.e. reduction of CO2 emissions) of their planned investments  
• For employees who are planning to invest in a emission reduction activity with limited or no 
environmental effectiveness, the tool should guide decision-making and give recommendations for other 
investment possibilities  
• Include investment options such as efficient gasoline or diesel cars as well as car sharing and carpooling as 
those options seem very  popular among employees 
• Revise the programme periodically according to monitored uptake rates, preferences, feedback and 
suggestions from employees 
• Include a simple way of monitoring and verifying emission reductions, for instance by demanding a photo 
from employees showing the old and the new (energy efficient) equipment 
 
General recommendations: 
• Involve employees in the design process of the programme 
• Increase employees’ awareness about the programme before its start and maintain their awareness after 
it. This can be done by running an ex ante information campaign and/or through frequent programme 
related activities 
• Encourage employees to give their opinion about the programme and the subsidy application process in 
order to continuously improve the set-up of the corporate programme 
• Implement the programme internationally (if possible, as in multi-national corporations) to foster 
knowledge transfer between different subsidiaries 
• Maximize environmental effectiveness of the programme through a permanent assessment of realized 
investments and their environmental impact  
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1. Introduction 
 
In this Off4Firms Working Paper we analyse the COYou2 Programme of the company Swiss Re. The analysed 
corporate programme offers the company’s employees financial incentives to realize energy and CO2-emission 
reduction investments in their homes or with regard to their mobility. In this working paper, all such activities 
will be referred to as household emission reduction activities. Financial incentives may be important for 
motivating employees to undertake emission reduction activities. The analysed corporate programme seems to 
do very well in this respect: the financial incentives offered are perceived as attractive and the program has 
been successful, with a company-wide uptake of 1700 subsidized reduction activities only in the year 2012. 
However, the uptake of such activities does not solely depend on financial reasoning, as evidenced by a broad 
literature in psychology, behavioural economics and decision-making. From this literature it can be concluded 
that there are two key categories of reasons why people base their energy-related decisions not only on 
financial aspects:  
 
1. People use heuristics and are prone to biases that deviate from what economic theory would predict 
(see e.g., Antonides, 2008; Kahneman, 2003; Weber & Johnson, 2009). 
2. People consider other types of outcomes, such as hedonic (will the decision lead to discomfort?) or 
normative (what will others think?) outcomes.  
 
Off4Firms Working Paper D1.2 describes relevant psychological factors (Handgraaf et al., 2012). Knowledge 
about the effects of such factors is important for the design of programmes like the here analysed one. In the 
current working paper, we focus on a subset of these factors and investigate their importance for the uptake of 
emission reduction activities in a corporate programme. We particularly focus on psychological factors, such as 
norms and attitudes towards the environment. Furthermore, the effect of financial reasons for saving energy, 
their reported behaviour with regard to energy conservation and CO2-emission reductions, their privacy 
concerns, and socio-demographic differences will be analysed.  
 
In addition, employees’ preference for certain household emission reduction activities and their opinions about 
the programme’s CO2 calculation tool are assessed. This tool can be used by employees requesting a subsidy to 
analyse the effect of planned investments on CO2-emissions. Finally, we investigate the extent to which privacy 
issues play a role with regard to the disclosure of households’ energy consumption data.  
 
 
6 
 
Off4Firms Working Paper D2b.1 2. The analysed corporate programme 
2. The analysed corporate programme 
 
The focus of this study is the COYou2 Programme of the company Swiss Re, which is a reinsurance company 
that employs more than 10’000 persons in over 20 countries. The here analysed corporate programme is part 
of the company’s extensive commitment to corporate responsibility, which includes a special focus on climate 
change.  
 
The corporate programme was launched in 2007 and offers employees financial incentives to realize a variety 
of activities in their homes in order to reduce household’s energy consumption and CO2 emissions. With its 
global dimension, the corporate programme is the first of its kind. It allows employees to claim subsidies from 
the company for the following investment options: electric bicycles, electric motorcycles, electric scooters, 
electric cars, gas cars (CNG), hybrid cars, ordinary bicycles, public transport passes, clothes dryers or tumblers, 
clothes washers, dishwashers, freezers, refrigerators, air conditioners, condensing boilers or furnaces, heat 
pumps, wood-based or pellet heating systems, solar heat collectors, building insulation, new windows or doors, 
rainwater harvesting tanks, and solar photovoltaic panels. With the intention to improve the environmental 
effectiveness of the programme not all investment options are available in all countries. The subsidies cover 
50% of the investment costs up to a maximum amount of 5000 Swiss Francs or an equivalent amount adjusted 
to local costs of living in other countries. Worthwhile mentioning is that the company finances the subsidies by 
its own funds.   
 
Employees who would like to realize an investment option can claim a subsidy by submitting a subsidy request 
form. In this request form, employees have to indicate the country they work in, select one of the investment 
options, and enter their first name, last name, employment date, and personnel number. In addition, 
employees have the opportunity to calculate the effect of the planned investment on reducing CO2 emissions. 
The printed request form together with a set of required documents (e.g. copy of receipt, copy of home energy 
audit) is handed to the HR department of the company, which decides on granting the subsidy. 
 
In the first five years of the programme, i.e. until 2011, around 4000 investments had been realized by 
employees. After a redesign of the programme, which included more investment options for the employees, a 
company-wide uptake of 1700 subsidized reduction activities could be realized only in the year 2012. In order 
to collect information about employees’ participation and opinions related to the corporate programme, an 
online survey was conducted. The collected data is analysed and interpreted in this working paper.  
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3. Description of survey and sample 
 
In this section, we describe the survey with the corresponding variables and the sample of respondents used 
for the subsequent analyses. An overview of the survey can be found in Annex A1.   
 
3.1. Structure of the survey 
 
The online-survey was structured in seven different parts. In three parts of the survey information was 
collected, which was mainly used to construct independent variables for the analyses. Information was 
collected about employees’:  
• socio-demographic characteristics 
• energy- and environment-related behaviour, attitudes and habits 
• opinions on and willingness to recommend the corporate programme 
 
The remaining four parts mainly collected information used for constructing dependent variables for the 
analyses. These four parts collected information about employees’: 
• participation in the corporate programme 
• realized and preferred household emission reduction activities  
• opinions on the CO2 calculation tool 
• perceived information sensitivity and willingness to disclose sensitive information 
 
In the following we give a brief overview of the different parts of the survey and describe the constructed 
variables. A complete list of all questions and statements of the survey can be found in Annex A1. 
 
3.1.1. Socio-demographic variables 
 
Socio-demographic variables may have an influence on environment- and energy-related behaviour of 
individual households (Schultz et al. 1995). Handgraaf et al. (2013) argue that in general young, female, small-
sized, well-educated, high-income and politically liberal households care most about saving energy. For our 
analyses we used the following socio-demographic variables: “Age”, “Gender”, “Europe” (i.e. whether or not 
the participant is European), “Level of education”, “Yearly income”, and “Home ownership”.  
 
3.1.2. Energy- and environment-related behaviour, attitudes and habits 
 
In this part of the survey, employees’ behaviour as well as their attitudes and habits related to the environment 
and their energy consumption were assessed. Behaviour, attitudes, and habits are influenced by a variety of 
psychological factors as well as by financial aspects (Handgraaf et al. (2013)). In the online-survey, respondents 
were confronted with a total of 24 different statements in this area (cf. Annex A1, Survey page 3). Respondents 
could rate the different statements by selecting a score from a seven-point Likert scale with the values 1=”I do 
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not agree at all” to 7=”I totally agree”. All responses were grouped around six variables relevant for this area 
(cf. Table 9, Annex A2). 
 
In total, four variables reflect psychological factors influencing employees’ environment-related behaviour, 
attitudes and habits. The variable “Personal norm” shows whether or not an employee behaves 
environmentally friendly due to an intrinsic personal norm. The variable “Social norm” shows whether or not 
environmentally friendly behaviour is based on expectations of the social environment, such as expectations 
from friends, family, and colleagues. Other variables are employees’ “Hedonic goal frame” (will the decision to 
behave environmentally friendly lead to discomfort or joy?) and “Social status” (does the decision to behave 
environmentally friendly improve or weaken my social status?). The fifth variable “Financial gain” refers to 
whether or not employees behave environmentally friendly because of the resulting financial benefits. A sixth 
variable “Habit and self-reporting” elicits to what extent employees’ reported to behave environmentally 
friendly.  
 
3.1.3. Opinions about and willingness to recommend the corporate programme 
 
In order to determine employees’ opinions about the existing corporate programme, we confronted them with 
20 statements related to various costs and benefits of the programme. We grouped the responses around the 
following variables: “Programme’s personal norm” (employees’ opinion that the programme is in line with their 
personal norms), “Programme’s social norm” (employees’ opinion that a participation in the programme is 
expected by colleagues and is good for their reputation), “Programme’s hedonic goal frame” (employees’ 
opinion that a participation in the programme complies with their hedonic goal frame), “Programme’s financial 
benefit” (employees’ opinion that a participation results in financial benefits), “Programme’s environmental 
benefit” (employees’ opinion that the programme has benefits for the environment),  “Programme’s company 
benefit” (employees’ opinion that the programme is good for the success and reputation of the company), and 
“Programme’s appropriateness” (employees’ opinion that the offered reduction activities are appropriate to 
their situation). Finally, we asked employees whether or not they would recommend the programme to other 
colleagues from work (“Programme’s recommendation”). Table 10 in Annex A2 gives an overview of the 
variables, the corresponding statements, and the statistical reliabilities.  
 
3.1.4. Participation in the corporate programme 
 
In this part of the survey, we asked employees whether or not they had already participated in the corporate 
programme (Variable: “Participated in programme”) or would participate in the future (Variable: “Willingness 
for future participation”). Employees who gave a “Yes” to the question “Are you planning to participate (again) 
in the 2012-2013 programme period?” or said “I would like to, but I have reached the maximum subsidy 
amount” were assumed to show a high willingness for future participation. A medium willingness for future 
participation in the programme was assigned to employees who answered, “I do not know yet”, and a low 
willingness to employees who answered “no”. 
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3.1.5. Realized and preferred household emission reduction activities  
 
In the following part of the survey, we determined the household emission reduction activities that had been 
realized by employees in the past or are planned to be realized in the future with or without the subsidy of the 
corporate programme. Out of the 21 investment options offered in the corporate programme respondents 
could select the ones they had realized in the past or would like to realize in the future. They should also state 
whether or not they had used or plan to use the subsidy. Besides the variables controlling for the past or 
planned realization of a specific emission reduction activity, we also considered a variable “Total investments” 
accounting for the total number of already realized emission reduction activities per household. 
 
In addition, employees should also rank their 3 most preferred activities out of 28 investment options. 9 of 
these options were additional to the ones offered in the corporate programme, 2 activities (freezer and clothes 
dryer) were omitted because of their similarity to a refrigerator or a washing machine. The 9 additional 
investment options were: Highly efficient gasoline/diesel powered car, car sharing/pooling, combined heat and 
power system, efficient electric heating, updated heat controls, smart meter, micro hydro turbine, micro wind 
turbine, donation to climate or renewable energy foundation. These additional options were chosen because of 
their assumed potential to reduce CO2-emissions.  
 
3.1.6. Opinions about the CO2 calculation tool 
 
When claiming a subsidy, employees can make use of a “Subsidy Request Tool”. Since the start of the 
redesigned programme in the beginning of 2012 this Subsidy Request Tool gives employees the possibility to 
roughly calculate the CO2 emission reductions that can be achieved by their respective household emission 
reduction activity. Similar to the previous parts of the survey, we confronted employees with seven different 
statements related to this CO2 calculation tool in order to obtain their opinions about the tool and the tool’s 
influence on their investment decisions.  
 
3.1.7. Perceived information sensitivity and willingness to disclose sensitive information 
 
Privacy issues are important when monitoring the energy consumption and CO2-emissions of employees and 
their households (Bolderdijk et al., 2012; Steg et al., 2011). In order to analyse employees’ energy consumption 
related privacy concerns, the subsequent part of the online-survey included 10 different types of energy 
consumption related information (e.g. information about monthly electricity consumption, information about 
what kind of heating system is in use) for which employees could indicate their perceived sensitivity. It could be 
selected from seven scores with 1 = “not sensitive at all” and 7 = “very sensitive”. For the statistical analyses, 
we used the variable “Privacy”1. Low sensitivity scores were given by employees with low privacy concerns and 
vice versa. 
 
1 The variable “Privacy” was constructed out of all 10 statements on data sensitivity (cf. Annex A1, survey page 15). The reliability analysis is 
sufficient with a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.972. 
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In addition, we also asked to whom the employees would be willing to disclose the most sensitive information. 
The following six options could be selected: “My employer”, “Academic researchers”, “Colleagues from work”, 
“My bank”, “My electricity provider”, and “Third party verifier”2.  
 
3.2. Sample description 
 
For the analysis performed in this working paper, all answers given between January 23, 2012 and August 27, 
2012 were considered. This gave us a total of 367 observations3. In order to exclude data from respondents 
who only partially answered the survey, a minimum response rate was defined. Furthermore, an outlier 
analysis was performed (cf. Annex A3). After cleaning the data set, a final set of n=196 observations remained 
for the analyses.  
 
For the final data set (n=196), the socio-demographic characteristics of the population of participants are as 
follows: 71 (36.2%) respondents are female and 125 (63.8%) respondents are male, 117 (60%) respondents are 
homeowners and 78 (40%) are tenants.  
 
Figures 1 and 2 show the distribution of age, education, yearly income, and household size of the respondents. 
Two peaks in the age distribution can be observed, meaning that many survey participants are either between 
25-29 or between 40-44 years old. Most respondents are very well educated and have a yearly income of 
$100’000 to $150’000. Only a few of the respondents live in households with 5 or more people.   
 
2 A third party verifier was considered to be a specialized company that collects the most sensitive information necessary to verify 
households’ energy consumption and carbon emission reductions.  
3 417 total observations – 50 tests = 367 valid observations 
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Figure 1: Age and education of the sample (n=196) 
 
Figure 2: Yearly income and household size of the sample (n=196) 
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Figure 3 shows that most participants are Swiss (29.6%), followed by U.S. Americans (19.4%), British (9.7%), 
Indian (8.2%), and German participants (8.2%).  
 
 
Figure 3: Country of origin of the respondents4 (n=196) 
 
4 In order to guarantee the integrity of data, only countries with more than two participants are shown. 
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4. Analysis of the data 
 
In this section, the data collected by our online survey is analysed and the results are discussed. We first focus 
on employees’ participation in the corporate programme and the corresponding decision to invest in different 
household emission reduction activities. In addition, we also analysed employees’ opinion about the CO2 
calculation tool, employees’ preferred household emission reduction activities, and employees’ privacy 
concerns with respect to energy related information. As explained in detail in section 3, we use the socio-
demographic variables in combination with psychological factors and the perceived financial gain, as well as the 
reported environmental behaviour and privacy concerns as independent or control variables for our 
regressions. For the participation in the corporate programme we also consider the influence of employees’ 
different opinions on the programme. 
 
4.1. Employees’ participation in and willingness to recommend the corporate programme 
 
• Highly educated respondents have been more likely to participate in the programme than respondents 
with a lower education  
• Homeowners have been more likely to participate in the programme than tenants. This can be explained 
by the larger number of realizable investment options offered to them in particular. 
• Employees have been more likely to participate if they think that the programme complies with their 
hedonic goal frame 
• Employees have been less likely to participate if they believe that the programme is good for the success 
or the image of their company 
• Employees’ past participation had a strong, positive influence on their planned future participation 
• Homeowners and tenants were equally likely to recommend the programme to their colleagues despite 
the fact that the programme offers more realizable investment options to homeowners than tenants 
• Employees’ perceived financial and environmental benefits of the programme had no or only a weak 
impact on whether or not employees choose to participate or recommend the programme to colleagues 
• Employees who have already participated were more inclined to recommend the programme to 
colleagues 
 
In this subsection, we wanted to find an explanation for why some respondents have already participated in 
the programme while others haven’t, why some respondents are planning to participate in the future while 
others don’t, and why certain respondents would be more willing to recommend the programme to their 
colleagues than others.  
 
4.1.1. Past participation in the corporate programme 
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In our sample, only 2 out of 196 respondents stated to never have heard of the programme. Among the 
remaining 194 respondents, 114 (58.8%) already participated in the programme and 80 (41.2%) did not yet 
participate in the programme.  
As highlighted in Off4Firms Working Paper D1.2, various factors may influence the decision to participate in a 
corporate programme and invest in household emission reduction activities (Handgraaf et al., 2013). Besides 
socio-demographic factors, also psychological factors and financial gains matter.  
 
We hypothesised that employees whose friends, family and colleagues expect them to behave environmentally 
friendly or employees who think that behaving environmentally friendly improves their social status have been 
more motivated to participate in the programme, which supports their environmental behaviour. Moreover, 
we also expected that employees have been more inclined to participate in the programme if they believe that 
behaving environmentally friendly complies with their hedonic goal frame and if they believe that they can 
actually save money if they behave environmentally friendly. We furthermore assumed that employees who 
report to behave environmentally friendly have been more likely to participate because they are more 
interested in environmental behaviour and thus also more interested in the corporate programme in 
comparison to employees who report to behave less environmentally friendly. Employees with high privacy 
concerns may be less willing to participate if they have to reveal any kind of personal information for 
participation. To test such hypothesis, we ran a logistic binary regression the results of which are shown in 
Table 1.  
 
Table 1: Employees’ past participation in the corporate programme 
 
 Participated in programme  
(1: yes, 0: no) 
Independent variables Values β Significance 
Socio-demographic variables:    
Gender 1: female, 2: male -0.056 0.876 
Age 1: <20, 2: 20-24, …, 12: >70 0.061 0.508 
Europe 0: Non-European, 1: European 0.401 0.308 
Education 1: Secondary school, …, 6: PhD 0.416 0.023 
Income 1: <25’000$, …, 9: >300’000$ 0.050 0.573 
Home ownership 0: Tenant; 1: Homeowner 0.923 0.029 
Persons in household 1: 1, 2: 2, …, 10: >=10 0.033 0.807 
Psychological factors influencing environmental behaviour:   
Personal norm 1: low, 7: high -0.002 0.995 
Social norm 1: low, 7: high 0.282 0.121 
Social status 1: low, 7: high -0.010 0.945 
Hedonic goal frame 1: low, 7: high 0.259 0.249 
Perceived financial gain of behaving environmentally friendly:   
Financial gain 1: low, 7: high -0.086 0.542 
Reported environmental behaviour and habits:   
Habit and self-reporting 1: low, 7: high -0.138 0.468 
Privacy concern:    
Privacy 1: low concern, 7: high concern -0.068 0.482 
Constant - -3.865 0.023 
Note: Binary logistic regression; double underline: significance < 0.01; single underline: significance < 0.05 
 
The results from Table 1 show that respondents who have participated in the corporate programme are on 
average higher educated and also more likely homeowners than those who did not participate. An explanation 
is that higher education leads to a higher awareness of the importance of saving energy and reducing CO2 
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emissions and therefore increases the chance for an employee to participate. Home ownership may influence 
the decision to participate because of the problem of split incentives, which describes the situation when the 
landlord does not invest in energy efficiency because the investment benefits go to the tenant. Many of the 
household emission reduction activities offered by the corporate programme, such as a new heating system, 
can thus not be realized by tenants. Moreover, tenants are also less aware of their energy consumption (cf. 
Table 15, Annex A5). Other socio-demographic variables are not found to have a significant effect on 
employees’ past participation in the programme, which indicates that neither employees of a certain gender, 
age, nationality, income, nor employees living in a certain household type are disadvantaged by the corporate 
programme.  
 
No significant effect on participation could be shown for psychological factors, perceived financial gains, 
reported environmental friendly behaviour, and privacy concerns. This result is unexpected given our 
hypothesis that all of these factors should have an influence on employees’ decision to participate. The finding 
for the privacy concerns can be well explained because a participation in the analysed corporate programme 
does not entail the disclosure of much personal information (cf. section 2, subsidy request form). It is 
remarkable that respondents reporting an environmentally friendly behaviour did not seem to participate to a 
higher extent in the corporate programme. This could be caused by the fact that environmentally friendly 
behaving respondents had realized many of the offered reduction activities already in the past and thus have 
fewer possibilities to further participate in the programme.  
 
In a next step, we analysed how respondents’ different opinions on the corporate programme influenced their 
participation (cf. 3.1.3). As the corporate programme incentivizes employees’ investments with a financial 
support, we mainly expected the perceived financial gains of the programme to positively influence the 
chances of participation. We expected a positive effect on participation from the perceived environmental 
benefits of the programme, from personal norms, social norms, perceived compliance with the hedonic goal 
frame and from the programmes’ perceived appropriateness. A negative effect on employees’ participation 
was expected from a perceived benefit of the programme for the company because we assumed employees 
with such an opinion to be demotivated to participate.  
 
As expected, we observe a strong positive effect for the hedonic goal frame on respondents’ participation 
which means that the simplicity and pleasure of participating in the programme are important. We find a 
negative effect on respondents’ participation based on their opinion that the corporate programme will result 
in benefits for their employer. Unexpectedly, respondents’ perceived financial gains and environmental 
benefits of the programme do not have a significant effect on the participation. Neither personal norms, nor 
social norms or respondents’ opinion about the appropriateness of the programme seem to influence 
employees’ participation in the corporate programme. The results are given in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Respondents’ past participation in the programme 
 
 Participated in programme  
(1: yes, 0: no) 
Independent variables Values β Significance 
Opinions on the programme:    
Programme‘s personal norm 1: not agree, 7: totally agree 0.175 0.334 
Programme‘s social norm “ 0.098 0.463 
Programme‘s hedonic goal frame “ 1.158 0.000 
Programme‘s financial benefit “ 0.071 0.667 
Programme‘s environment benefit “ -0.273 0.097 
Programme‘s company benefit “ -0.603 0.008 
Programme‘s appropriateness “ 0.056 0.685 
Constant - -3.071 0.007 
Note: Binary logistic regression; double underline: significance < 0.01; single underline: significance < 0.05 
 
4.1.2. Future participation in the corporate programme 
 
Respondents were asked about their plans for future participation in the 2012-2013 period of the corporate 
programme. The results are shown in Figure 4. In the survey, 45.4% of the employees plan to participate, 2.6% 
of the employees do not plan to participate, and 36.6% would like to participate again but have already used 
their maximally available subsidy amount. The remaining 15.5% did not know about their future plans for 
participating. 
 
 
Figure 4: Participants’ plans for a future participation in the programme (n=194) 
We assumed that employees’ socio-demographic characteristics, the psychological factors, financial gains, 
reported environmental friendly behaviour, as well as their overall privacy concerns influence their willingness 
to participate in the future. In addition, also employees’ past participation in the corporate programme is used 
as an explanatory variable. Moreover, we also expected employees’ opinion about the corporate programme 
to influence their willingness to participate in the future. 
 
88 
5 
71 
30 
Are you planning to participate (again) in the 2012-2013 
programme period? 
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No
I would like to, but I have reached the maximum subsidy amount.
I do not know yet.
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The results of the two separate multiple linear regressions are depicted in Table 3 and show that employees 
who have already participated in the programme are more inclined to participate again. European employees 
will participate in the future to a lower extent than others. This can be explained by the fact that a larger share 
of European employees already participated in the corporate programme and that they have already spent 
their allocated maximum subsidy amount. However, this could not be shown in Table 1. No significant effect on 
employees’ future participation can be found for other socio-demographic characteristics. This is unexpected, 
as Table 1 showed that education and home ownership positively influence employees’ past participation in 
the programme. Two reasons might explain the non-finding: The variable “Participated in programme” may 
partially take away the effects of education and home ownership and there might be a bias between 
employees’ revealed past participation and their stated willingness for a future participation. A weak positive 
effect is found for the perceived resulting financial gains. In the second regression we find that employees who 
would recommend the programme to their colleagues want to participate in the future to a higher degree. No 
other significant effects can be identified.  
 
Table 3: Employees’ willingness for a future participation in the programme  
Regression 1: Willingness for future 
participation 
(1: no, 2: maybe, 3: yes) 
Regression 2: Willingness for future 
participation 
(1: no, 2: maybe, 3: yes) 
Independent variables β Sign. Independent variables B Sign. 
Constant 2.194 0.000 Constant 1.372 0.000 
Gender 0.044 0.501 Programme‘s personal norm 0.034 0.290 
Age -0.018 0.287 Programme‘s social norm 0.030 0.175 
Europe -0.145 0.041 Programme‘s hedonic goal frame 0.023 0.590 
Education 0.009 0.783 Programme‘s financial benefit -0.019 0.519 
Income 0.002 0.897 Programme‘s environment benefit 0.049 0.065 
Home ownership -0.103 0.173 Programme‘s company benefit -0.030 0.420 
Persons in household 0.003 0.893 Programme ‘s appropriateness 0.015 0.525 
Personal norm 0.065 0.191 Programme ‘s recommendation 0.151 0.000 
Social norm -0.032 0.317    
Social status 0.012 0.654    
Hedonic goal frame -0.010 0.806    
Financial gain 0.056 0.025    
Habit and self-reporting 0.007 0.846    
Privacy 0.003 0.871    
Participated in programme 0.324 0.000    
Note: Two separate multiple linear regression; double underline: significance < 0.01; single underline: significance < 0.05 
 
 
4.1.3. Employees’ willingness to recommend the corporate programme 
 
In this part of the study, we try to explain whether or not employees would recommend the corporate 
programme to their colleagues. We hypothesised that respondents who are more likely to participate in the 
programme are also the ones who would more likely recommend the programme to their colleagues. In 
addition, we expected the past participation in the programme to have a positive influence on respondents’ 
willingness to recommend the programme because we assume the programme to be popular among its 
participants.  
 
The results in Table 4 show that respondents are more likely to recommend the program to their colleagues 
when they have already participated in the programme. We find that higher educated employees have been 
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more likely to participate in the programme, but that they are less likely to recommend the programme to their 
colleagues. Home ownership does not show to have a significant effect on the willingness to recommend the 
programme. In addition to the findings of the previous section, we find a strong positive effect for personal 
norms. Respondents who report to behave environmentally friendly because of intrinsic personal norms are 
more likely to recommend the programme to their colleagues than respondents who behave environmentally 
friendly because of other reasons.   
 
In the second multiple linear regression, we find that respondents who would participate in the corporate 
programme because of their personal norms and employees who believe that the programme complies with 
their hedonic goal fame are more inclined to recommend the programme to their colleagues. Employees who 
would participate because their colleagues expect them to do so are less likely to recommend the programme 
than other employees.  Moreover, a highly significant positive effect shows that employees who belief that the 
programme offers them appropriate investment options would recommend the programme to their colleagues 
to a larger extent than other employees. No significant effect is found for employees’ opinion on the 
programme’s financial benefits, benefits for the environment, and benefits for their company. 
 
Table 4: Employees’ willingness to recommend the corporate programme 
Regression 1: Programme 
recommendation 
(1: does not agree,  
7: totally agrees) 
Regression 2: Programme 
recommendation 
(1: does not agree,  
7: totally agrees) 
Independent variables β Sign. Independent variables β Sign. 
Constant 4.183 0.000 Constant 1.113 0.004 
Gender 0.110 0.503 Programme‘s personal norm 0.310 0.000 
Age -0.071 0.090 Programme‘s social norm -0.111 0.013 
Europe 0.000 0.998 Programme‘s hedonic goal frame 0.380 0.000 
Education -0.223 0.007 Programme‘s financial benefit 0.045 0.477 
Income 0.037 0.358 Programme‘s environment benefit 0.015 0.786 
Home ownership 0.253 0.187 Programme‘s company benefit 0.087 0.261 
Persons in household -0.035 0.573 Programme‘s appropriateness 0.170 0.001 
Personal norm 0.406 0.002    
Social norm -0.093 0.257    
Social status -0.050 0.453    
Hedonic goal frame 0.053 0.611    
Financial gain 0.087 0.171    
Habit and self-reporting 0.115 0.179    
Privacy -0.003 0.946    
Participated in programme 0.836 0.000    
Note: Two separate multiple linear regression; double underline: significance < 0.01; single underline: significance < 0.05 
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4.2. Realized and preferred household emission reduction activities 
 
• Most subsidies were paid out for  ordinary bicycles, public transport passes, energy-efficient refrigerators 
and clothes washers, as well as new and better insulated windows and doors  
• Overall, employees who participated in the programme realized significantly more emission reduction 
investments than respondents who did not participate 
• The participation in the programme had a significantly positive effect on the amount of realized 
investments in electric cars, ordinary bicycles and energy-efficient refrigerators 
• No significant effect can be observed for numerous other emission reduction activities such as 
dishwashers or wood based heating systems 
• Employees showed a strong preference for investments in electric and hybrid cars, photovoltaic panels as 
well as rainwater harvesting tanks. Nevertheless, only few employees stated to have realized those 
emission reduction investments  
• Efficient gasoline cars as well as car sharing and carpooling are not part of the investment options offered 
by the corporate programme, yet seem to be very popular among employees 
 
In 2012, around 1700 subsidy payments were requested by employees. Many subsidy requests related to the 
purchase of ordinary bicycles (21%), to public transport passes (14%), refrigerators (13%), clothes washers 
(12%), and new windows or doors (9%). The remaining 31% of investments account for other emission 
reduction activities. Most investments were realized in Switzerland, Slovakia, UK, USA, Germany, and India.5  
 
4.2.1. Total number of realized emission reduction activities 
 
Based on the total number of realized emission reduction activities (variable “Total investments”), we analysed 
whether or not a significant difference exists between employees who have participated in the corporate 
programme and employees who have not participated in the corporate programme. Figure 5 shows that a clear 
and significant (cf. results t-test) difference can be observed which indicates that the corporate programme 
was effective in fostering the realization of emission reduction activities.  
 
Figure 5: Difference in the total number of realized investments  
 
In addition, we analysed whether or not socio-demographic characteristics, psychological factors, perceived 
financial gains, reported environmental behaviour, overall privacy concerns, or respondents’ past participation 
5 Numbers according to the company 
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Mean Difference: 0.382 / Significance: 0.000 
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have a significant effect on the total number of realized emission reduction activities. We hypothesised that 
respondents’ past participation in the corporate programme has a strong positive effect on the number of 
realized investments what corresponds to the results presented in Figure 5. In addition, we expected that 
respondents with a higher income, owning their home, and behaving environmentally friendly especially 
because of the resulting financial gain were supposed to have realized more emission reduction activities.  
 
The results in Table 5 show that indeed a positive effect can be observed for the past participation in the 
programme. However, especially home ownership shows a strong positive effect. Also income matters for the 
number of realized emission reduction activities. Respondents who own their home and also respondents with 
a higher income have realized more household reduction activities than tenants and respondents with a lower 
income. Neither the perceived financial gains nor the degree of the reported environmentally friendly 
behaviour have a significant effect. We find that employees who are interested in hedonic motives have 
invested less in household emission reduction activities. Someone behaving according to the hedonic goal 
frame might be willing to participate in the programme because it is simple and not time-consuming but refrain 
from realizing time-consuming emission reduction activities. No significant effects can be found in the second 
regression. 
 
Table 5: Total number of realized investments  
Regression 1: Investments total 
(continuous number) 
Regression 2: Investments total 
(continuous number) 
Independent variables B Sign. Independent variables B Sign. 
(Constant) 1.218 0.559 Constant 2.513 0.082 
Gender 0.103 0.821 Programme‘s personal norm -0.126 0.592 
Age -0.156 0.177 Programme‘s social norm 0.088 0.593 
Europe -0.226 0.651 Programme‘s hedonic goal frame 0.222 0.489 
Education -0.016 0.944 Programme‘s financial benefit 0.048 0.824 
Income 0.267 0.017 Programme‘s environment benefit -0.022 0.912 
Home ownership 1.589 0.003 Programme‘s company benefit -0.131 0.638 
Persons in household 0.049 0.778 Programme ‘s appropriateness -0.208 0.248 
Personal norm 0.441 0.211 Programme ‘s recommendation 0.089 0.741 
Social norm -0.056 0.805    
Social status 0.139 0.457    
Hedonic goal frame -0.585 0.043    
Financial gain -0.294 0.096    
Habit and self-reporting 0.248 0.296    
Privacy -0.162 0.185    
Participated in programme 1.021 0.024    
Note: Two separate multiple linear regression: double underline: significance < 0.01; single underline: significance < 0.05 
 
4.2.2. Types of emission reduction activities realized within the corporate programme 
 
In a following step, we analysed whether respondents who have participated have undertaken more emission 
reduction activities of a certain type than those who have not participated. As the number of observations for 
every single emission reduction activity is too small for a meaningful regression analysis we used a t-test to 
analyse the significance of the differences between the two groups of employees. We expected that while the 
corporate programme does well in incentivising the realization of certain emission reduction activities, many 
employees would in addition benefit from the financial subsidies who would have realized the emission 
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reduction activity anyways. Figure 6 shows the results. We find that a significant difference exists for 
investments in electric bicycles, hybrid cars, and refrigerators. Very insignificant differences exist for 
investments in clothes washers, dishwashers, condensing boilers, heat pumps, building insulation, rainwater 
harvesting tank, and wood based heating system. These findings may indicate that the environmental 
effectiveness of the corporate programme is based on a few household emission reduction activities which 
have not been widely realized and thus show a significant difference.  
 
 
Figure 6: Differences in specific emission reduction activities between employees who participated and employees who did not participate 
in the corporate programme 
 
4.2.3. Preferred emission reduction activities 
 
In order to determine the most preferred household emission reduction activities, we asked employees to 
select and rank 3 out of 28 household emission reduction activities. Note that every respondent could give 3 
ranks, which resulted in a total of 578 valid ranks (10 respondents left one of the ranks empty). The 28 emission 
reduction activities include 19 emission reduction activities, which are offered in the corporate programme. 
Employees could also add other reduction activities not listed under the 28.  
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Our analysis shows (cf. Figure 7) that a public transport pass was given 12.2% of all ranks, a hybrid car 8.3%, 
new windows and doors 7.8%, and photovoltaic panels 7.1%. Between 4-6% of the ranks were given for a 
bicycle, highly efficient refrigerator, rainwater harvesting tank, building renovation, highly efficient washing 
machine, and an electric car.  Below 1% of the ranks were given to combined heat and power systems, micro 
hydro turbines as well as to electric and biomass heating. We observe that the frequency of ranks of many 
emission reduction activities is similar to the corresponding number of realized reduction activities (cf. Figures 
6 and 7). However, there are some reduction activities for which a deviation exists. Electric and hybrid cars, 
photovoltaic panels, and rainwater harvesting tanks are popular among respondents but have only been rarely 
realized in the past. This observation could indicate additional barriers, such as remaining high upfront 
investment costs, which are not addressed sufficiently by the corporate programme. The additional emission 
reduction activities “efficient gasoline car” and “car sharing/pooling” received a considerable number of ranks. 
It should therefore be discussed whether or not to include these emission reduction activities in future 
corporate programmes.  
 
Figure 7: Number of ranks distributed among different investment options 
In addition to the ranked emission reduction activities, respondents also gave some suggestions on other 
preferred emission reduction activities. The following emission reduction activities were added by respondents: 
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home office, reduction of flights, integration of landlord/apartment administration, greywater6 treatment, 
energy audit, heat and drought tolerant grass for garden, insulation and sealing of HVAC7 ductwork, eating 
habits, electronic gadgets, total lifecycle environmental costs and benefits, sun screen to reduce indoor 
temperature, carbon offsetting, instant water heaters, and environmental education in schools.  
 
 
4.3. CO2 calculation tool 
 
• It was found that the tool gives interesting, important, and understandable information and increases 
employees’ awareness of the aim of the corporate programme 
• It seems that tool hardly influences investment decisions 
• Investment decisions of female employees’ were less influenced by the tool than decisions by male 
employees’, and female employees were also more likely to choose investments with a negative 
environmental impact. 
• Employees behaving environmentally friendly because of a social norm were more likely to choose 
investments with a negative environmental impact 
• The awareness about investment possibilities of employees with high income was less increased by the 
tool than the awareness of employees with a lower income 
• The awareness of employees who behave environmentally friendly was more increased by the tool than 
the awareness of employees behaving less environmentally friendly 
 
We asked employees about their opinion on the CO2 calculation tool. This tool gives employees requesting for a 
subsidy the possibility to calculate the impact of a planned emission reduction activity on their CO2 emissions. 
Employees were confronted with seven different statements (cf. Annex A1, survey page 11) concerning the 
tools’, which they were supposed to evaluate based on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (“I do not agree at all”) to 
7 (“I totally agree”).  
 
Analysing the mean scores of all respondents shows that the calculation tool is generally seen to give 
interesting, important and understandable information about the CO2 emission reductions achievable through 
a specific emission reduction activity. It is also considered as raising awareness of the corporate programme’s 
aim. Lower scores for the statements “I would still order a subsidy if the CO2 calculation tool showed me a 
deteriorating carbon footprint” and “The CO2 calculation tool influences my decision” indicate that the tool has 
only restricted power to change employees’ decision to invest in a specific emission reduction activity. Figure 8 
gives an overview of the mean scores, the standard deviation, and the number of participants for each of the 
statements. 
6 Greywater is wastewater, which can be used untreated on-site for landscape irrigation. Such wastewater is usually produced by washing 
machines, dishwashers, bathing and showering.  
7 HVAC is the abbreviation for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
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Figure 8: Evaluation of the CO2 calculation tool  
We analysed whether or not socio-demographic variables, psychological factors, financial gains, habits and self-
reporting of environmental friendly behaviour, or privacy concerns influence employees’ opinion of the 
calculation tool. We expected that compared to other employees, employees who report to behave 
environmentally friendly are more likely to find the information of the tool important and are also more likely 
to base their decision on the information given by the tool. Moreover, we hypothesised that employees’ 
behaving environmentally friendly for improving their social status or because of the expectations of their 
social environment are less interested in the achievable emission reductions and would therefore still request a 
subsidy even if the tool would indicate increasing emissions. Employees’ opinion about the corporate 
programme was assumed to have no influence on the statements about the CO2 calculation tool. In contrast to 
the previous sections, we thus did not run regressions with these independent variables. We focused on the 
following most interesting four statements: “The tool gives important information”, “The tool makes me more 
aware of the aim of the corporate programme”, “I would still order a subsidy if the tool showed me a 
deteriorating carbon footprint”, and “The tool influences my decision” (see Table 6).  
 
The four different multiple linear regressions show that respondents who report to behave environmentally 
friendly are more likely to think that the tool gives them important information. We find that respondents 
stating to behave environmentally friendly for improving their social status or because their social environment 
expects them to do so are inclined to request a subsidy even if the tool shows increasing emissions. In addition 
to our hypothesis we find that the gender of respondents matters for the tool’s influence on respondents’ 
decision to invest. The decision of male respondents is more likely to be influenced by the outcome of the tool 
than the decision of female respondents. Furthermore, male respondents are less likely to stay with their 
decision in case the tool shows them increasing emissions. We see that the awareness of respondents with 
high income can be less raised by the tool than the awareness of respondents with a lower income. Employees 
living in large households are rather not rating the information of the tool as important.  
 
Employees behaving environmentally friendly because of hedonic goal framing find the information given by 
the CO2 calculation tool rather important and their awareness of the aim of the corporate programme is 
increasing. The same applies to employees who report to behave environmentally friendly. In comparison to 
employees reporting to behave less environmentally friendly, this group of employees seems to find the 
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information given by the tool more important and is more likely to think that the tool increases their 
awareness. As it can be assumed that employees behaving environmentally friendly are already more aware 
about the aim of the corporate programme it may be appropriate to discuss how the tool could be redesigned 
in order to increasingly address employees who report to behave less environmentally friendly.  
 
Table 6: Statements about the CO2 calculation tool 
 Regression 1: 
Tool gives important 
information 
Regression 2: 
Tool increases my 
awareness 
Regression 3: 
Order subsidy in case 
of increasing emissions 
Regression 4: 
Tool influences my 
decision 
Independent variables β Sign. β Sign. β Sign. β Sign. 
Constant 1.663 0.153 2.680 0.022 7.148 0.000 -1.177 0.320 
Gender 0.287 0.259 0.019 0.941 -0.672 0.020 0.555 0.033 
Age -0.058 0.364 0.027 0.670 -0.034 0.641 0.043 0.510 
Europe 0.273 0.327 0.296 0.288 -0.325 0.299 -0.067 0.813 
Education -0.056 0.667 -0.020 0.877 -0.018 0.903 -0.132 0.320 
Income -0.009 0.887 -0.135 0.028 -0.096 0.162 0.047 0.447 
Home ownership 0.050 0.866 -0.032 0.915 0.153 0.645 -0.510 0.091 
Persons in household -0.206 0.043 -0.079 0.433 0.219 0.057 0.047 0.648 
Personal norm -0.197 0.323 -0.065 0.744 -0.207 0.359 0.384 0.060 
Social norm 0.120 0.334 0.010 0.938 0.358 0.012 0.045 0.724 
Social status 0.009 0.934 -0.026 0.803 -0.020 0.868 0.255 0.017 
Hedonic goal frame 0.391 0.015 0.349 0.030 -0.158 0.384 0.076 0.642 
Financial gain 0.249 0.012 0.118 0.231 0.041 0.710 0.007 0.948 
Habit and self-reporting 0.268 0.044 0.266 0.045 -0.271 0.072 0.245 0.069 
Privacy -0.006 0.926 -0.003 0.970 0.079 0.295 0.026 0.700 
Note: 4 separate multiple linear regression with variables: double underline: significance < 0.01; single underline: significance < 0.05 
 
 
4.4. Information sensitivity and willingness to disclose sensitive information 
 
• Respondents perceived energy related information as rather insensitive 
• Energy consumption related information was perceived being more sensitive than information related to 
the type of equipment used in one’s household 
• Higher privacy concerns resulted in a lower willingness to disclose information 
• Energy related information was most likely disclosed to academic researchers and electricity providers 
 
As highlighted in the Off4Firms Working Papers D1.1 and D1.2 (Handgraaf et al., 2012; Manser, Schubert, & 
Ohndorf, 2012) data privacy and the treatment of sensitive information may play an important role when it 
comes to verifying achieved emission reductions or energy savings. Privacy can be seen as a commodity and 
individuals may be willing to trade this commodity in for other benefits (Bolderdijk et al., 2012; Phelps et al., 
2011; Posner, 1981). In the following, we analyse employees’ perception of privacy issues concerning energy 
related information as well as employees’ willingness to disclose such potentially sensitive information.  
 
4.4.1. Information sensitivity and privacy concerns 
 
Employees were confronted with different types of energy related information and had to state how sensitive 
they perceived this information to be. A Likert scale of 1 “not sensitive at all” to 7 “very sensitive” was given. In 
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general, respondents show low privacy concerns with an overall mean of 3.03 (Standard deviation: 1.81) 
ranging from a mean of 2.35 (Std. dev.: 1.78) for “Data about if I have solar panels on the roof of my house” to 
3.32 (Std. dev.: 2.08) for “Data about my monthly total electricity consumption”. Information related to 
employees’ energy consumption (e.g. my monthly total electricity consumption) is perceived as more sensitive 
than information related to the type of equipment used (e.g. what kind of heating system I have at home). 
Figure 9 shows the numbers. 
 
Figure 9: Perceived sensitivity of different energy related information 
 
In the following we wanted to know whether or not different groups of employees can be related to smaller or 
larger privacy concerns. We expected socio-demographic characteristics, such as the nationality, would make a 
difference.  Surprisingly, no significant effects are identified on privacy concerns for respondents’ socio-
demographic characteristics, psychological factors, perceived financial gain of behaving environmentally 
friendly, and reported actual environmental behaviour (see Table 7).  
 
Table 7: Employees’ overall privacy concern 
 
Privacy 
(1: low concern; 7: 
high concern) 
Independent variables β Sign. 
(Constant) 1.530 0.253 
Gender 0.256 0.383 
Age 0.073 0.329 
Europe -0.223 0.484 
Education -0.129 0.367 
Income -0.095 0.178 
Home ownership -0.093 0.783 
Persons in household 0.108 0.330 
Personal norm -0.132 0.561 
Social norm 0.173 0.236 
Social status -0.009 0.939 
Hedonic goal frame 0.099 0.592 
Financial gain -0.037 0.748 
Habit/self-reporting 0.243 0.112 
Note: Multiple linear regression: double underline: significance < 0.01; single underline: significance < 0.05 
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          (2.00) 
       (1.97) 
           (2.11) 
     (2.02) 
           (2.05) 
(1.78) 
    (2.08) 
In your opinion, how sensitive is the following data? Data about… 
…my monthly total electricity consumption. 
…which electrical appliances I use at home. 
…how many hours per day I use my electrical appliances at home. 
…at which time I use these electrical appliances at home. 
…which car I have. 
…how much I drive my car. 
...what kind of heating system I have at home. 
…how much oil/gas I spend per year.  
…if I have solar panels on the roof of my house. 
…if I use an energy-efficient fridge and/or washing machine at home. 
Mean  (Standard deviation) 
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4.4.2. Willingness to disclose sensitive information 
  
Respondents were asked about their willingness to disclose the most sensitive information related to their 
energy consumption. By scoring from a scale from 1 = “no information at all” to 7 = “everything”, they could 
state how much of this sensitive information they would disclose to different interest groups: “My employer”, 
“Academic researchers”, “Colleagues from work”, “My bank”, “My electricity provider”, and a “Third party 
verifier”.  
 
Figure 10 shows respondents’ willingness to disclose sensitive information to different groups. The average 
scores are thereby given for all respondents (“Privacy=1-7”), respondents with a low privacy concern (“Privacy 
< 2”) and respondents with a large privacy concern (“Privacy > 5”). It turns out that respondents are most 
willing to disclose sensitive information to academic researchers (mean: 5.56, std. dev.: 1.713) and least willing 
to disclose sensitive information to their bank (mean: 3.52; std. dev. 2.281). Employees with high privacy 
concerns (cf. Privacy > 5) are shown to less likely disclose the information to interest groups except for their 
electricity provider for which they are even more willing to hand their information over than employees with 
average privacy concerns. Compared to the employer, colleagues from work, the bank, and a third party 
verifier, academic researchers also seem to be accepted recipients of sensitive energy consumption related 
information. Employees with lower privacy concerns (Privacy < 2) are more willing to disclose their information 
to any of the interest groups than those with higher concerns. 
 
Figure 10: Willingness to disclose sensitive information 
With respect to socio-demographic variables, psychological and financial factors, and employees’ 
environmental behaviour only few significant effects can be found as can be seen in Table 8. Male employees 
seem to disclose sensitive information also to their employer. Homeowners seem to trust their bank more than 
tenants. Employees who reported to behave environmentally friendly (“Habit/self-reporting”) are hardly willing 
to disclose sensitive information to academic researchers and employees who behave environmentally friendly 
due to hedonic goal framing are more likely to disclose sensitive information to a third party verifier. No further 
significant effects can be found. 
  
4.4 
5.56 
4.4 
3.52 
4.77 
4.32 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
My employer
Academic researchers
Colleagues from work
My bank
My electricity provider
Third party verifier
Likert Score 
Respondents with low concerns (Privacy < 2)
Full samplel (Privacy=1-7)
Respondents with high concerns (Privacy > 5)
(2.09) 
(1.71) 
(2.03) 
(2.28) 
(2.07) 
(2.16) Mean value     (Standard deviation) 
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Table 8: Employees’ willingness to disclose sensitive data to different interest groups 
 My employer Academic researchers 
Colleagues 
from work My bank 
My electricity 
provider 
Third party 
verifier 
Independent 
variables β Sign. β Sign. β Sign. β Sign. β Sign. β Sign. 
(Constant) 2.626 0.093 5.908 0.000 3.290 0.030 4.050 0.020 3.936 0.015 2.946 0.068 
Gender 0.721 0.035 0.235 0.399 0.399 0.227 -0.243 0.522 -0.053 0.880 0.236 0.503 
Age -0.080 0.356 -0.035 0.619 -0.070 0.402 -0.154 0.112 -0.038 0.671 -0.014 0.877 
Europe 0.117 0.752 -0.344 0.258 0.503 0.162 0.493 0.232 -0.577 0.131 -0.317 0.407 
Education -0.157 0.346 0.232 0.091 -0.180 0.266 0.017 0.926 0.062 0.718 0.172 0.317 
Income -0.073 0.374 0.027 0.689 -0.053 0.504 -0.057 0.529 0.072 0.390 0.151 0.076 
Home ownership 0.579 0.142 -0.322 0.318 0.695 0.069 0.873 0.048 0.545 0.179 0.213 0.599 
Persons in household 0.004 0.978 -0.052 0.623 -0.066 0.597 0.062 0.666 -0.128 0.336 -0.055 0.678 
Personal norm -0.088 0.740 0.278 0.200 -0.002 0.993 -0.437 0.138 0.177 0.514 -0.106 0.697 
Social norm 0.104 0.539 -0.022 0.873 0.002 0.992 -0.096 0.612 0.103 0.553 -0.105 0.550 
Social status 0.075 0.592 -0.109 0.344 0.011 0.938 0.255 0.103 -0.031 0.829 -0.045 0.754 
Hedonic goal frame 0.358 0.097 -0.024 0.891 0.219 0.292 0.296 0.217 -0.073 0.742 0.526 0.019 
Financial gain 0.117 0.374 -0.062 0.567 -0.031 0.811 0.093 0.528 0.102 0.454 -0.070 0.608 
Habit/self-reporting -0.200 0.259 -0.314 0.032 0.083 0.630 -0.064 0.745 -0.074 0.684 -0.289 0.115 
Note: 6 separate multiple linear regression: double underline: significance < 0.01; single underline: significance < 0.05
29 
 
Off4Firms Working Paper D2b.1 5. Concluding remarks 
5. Concluding remarks 
 
5.1. Main findings 
 
In this working paper we analysed the corporate programme of a large multi-national corporation. This 
corporate programme subsidizes energy conservation and emission reduction activities realizable in 
employees’ households. The main objective of this study was to analyse employees’ participation in the 
corporate programme as well as the corresponding decisions to invest in emission reduction activities. We 
focused on socio-demographic differences, psychological factors, expected financial gains, employees’ reported 
environmental behaviour, and privacy concerns. The findings can provide recommendations for the design of 
similar corporate programmes aiming to foster energy conservation and GHG emission reductions in 
employees’ households.  
 
We find that employees who had already participated in the programme were more inclined to recommend 
the programme to their colleagues and were also more likely to plan a future participation than employees 
who had not participated yet. This points to the fact that employees who already participated in the 
programme are rather satisfied with it. Furthermore, analysing responses to some open ended questions giving 
employees the possibility to state some additional suggestions and concerns about the programme, we find 
that the programme stimulates largely positive responses and is very popular among the workforce.  
 
We show that homeowners were more likely to participate in the programme and realize investments than 
tenants. This can be explained by the fact that the programme disadvantages tenants as they are not able to 
realize a large set of investment options being subsidized such as building insulations and energy-efficient 
equipment. In fact, all investment options related to energy-efficient heating and cooling are not realizable by 
tenants, yet have a large potential to reduce CO2 emissions of individual households. However, both, tenants 
and homeowners were equally likely to recommend the programme to their colleagues. Furthermore, we find 
that employees who believed that the programme contributes to the success and image of the company were 
less likely to participate in the programme. We also show that an important factor of employees’ participation 
in the programme is that the programme complies with their hedonic goal frame. This means that participation 
needs to be simple and makes one feeling good about behaving environmentally friendly Finally, we found that 
the environmental effectiveness of investments and offered financial incentives (i.e. subsidy) do only weakly 
influence the participation rate.  
 
Another result is that employees, who already participated in the programme, also realized a significantly 
larger number of emission reduction activities than employees who had not participated yet. However, this 
significant positive effect on the number of realized investments was not observed for all single types of 
subsidized emission reduction activities. For example, while investments in electric bicycles, hybrid cars, and 
energy efficient refrigerators seem to be strongly influenced by the existence of the programme, the number of 
investments in energy efficient clothes washers, dishwashers, condensing boilers, heat pumps, building 
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insulation, rainwater harvesting tanks, and wood based heating systems only seem to be marginally affected by 
the offered subsidies The latter refers to the fact that employees also noted that they would have realized 
some investments even without the offered subsidy (e.g. buying a public transport pass). Furthermore, we find 
that employees showed a strong preference for investments in electric and hybrid cars, photovoltaic panels as 
well as rainwater harvesting tanks. Nevertheless, only few employees stated to have realized those emission 
reduction investments. 
  
 
Analysing the CO2 calculation tool we find that employees appreciate the information given by the tool. The 
tool is shown to be especially useful for raising the awareness of the objectives of the programme (i.e. to 
reduce energy consumption and CO2 emissions) among the employees. However, the tool did not seem to be 
very influential with respect to the investment decision of employees. Remarkable was that the tool seemed to 
appeal in particular to employees who reported to behave environmentally friendly. We find that those 
employees considered the information given by the tool more important and that they were also more likely 
than other employees to state that the tool was able to increases their awareness of the corporate 
programme. 
 
Finally, it turned out that all information about employees’ energy consumption and usage behaviour is 
perceived as rather insensitive. We find that employees were more willing to to disclose sensitive energy 
consumption related information to academic researchers or their electricity provider than to other 
organizations. 
 
5.2. Recommendations for the design of CO2 emissions reducing corporate programmes  
 
The analysed corporate programme is popular among the firm’s employees. The reasons for this seem to be 
the programme’s simplicity of participation, the appropriateness of emission reduction activities for 
employees’ households, and the sufficient subsidy payments. When designing similar corporate programmes in 
it should hence be ensured that employees can easily participate (e.g. avoid complex application processes), 
that the programme offers suitable emission reduction activities realizable in employees households, and that 
the corresponding financial incentive scheme is sufficiently attractive. Especially, it should be ensured that 
both, tenants as well as homeowners are offered a variety of emission reduction activities realizable in rented 
or owned apartments as well as houses.  
 
We find that employees were less likely to participate in the programme if they think that the programme 
mainly benefits their company. One should especially be aware of this fact when designing corporate 
programmes for a company which aims to include the certification of emission reductions achieved in the 
households of its employees (for instance through carbon co-finance). Therefore, we recommend that it needs 
to be well communicated that the selling of carbon certificates is not meant to enrich the company but to co-
finance the subsidy payments for the benefit of the employees.  
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In order to increase the share of “additional” reduction activities it is recommended to ex ante identify the 
areas with large reduction potential in employees’ households.  This can, for example, be done by a survey 
among a firm’s workforce, which helps to gather information about general energy consumption and usage 
behaviours. Furthermore, additional information such as information about the environmental impact of 
possible investments can help increasing the additionality of finally realized investments. Further options to 
reduce the problem of non-additional emission reduction activities are a continuous assessment and revision of 
offered investment options in order to be able to respond to trends such as including new technologies. 
 
In order to prevent employees from investments with low or no environmental effectiveness, i.e. investments 
which are likely to increase personal CO2-emissions, we recommend improving the CO2 calculation tool which 
enables recommendations in more environmental effective investments. Finally, as we find that employees did 
not perceive energy related information as very sensitive, it is likely that actual measurement of employees’ 
energy consumption and realized emission reductions is a viable option to be included in such programmes.  
 
5.3. Drawbacks of this study 
 
An important drawback of this preliminary study is its small sample size and missing information about socio-
demographic characteristics of the company’s total workforce. Those missing information made it difficult to 
identify possible self-selection problems (cf. Kraut et al., 2004; Li & Hitt, 2006; Whitehead, 2006). It could be 
shown that employees working in Swiss offices are overrepresented (48% in the sample compared to 28% in 
the total workforce) whereas employees from other offices are slightly underrepresented. The findings of this 
report should therefore be treated carefully when being generalized to the total workforce. Moreover, the 
small sample size makes it impossible to analyse some relevant issues related to the realized investment 
options. It was, for instance, difficult to analyse in more detail which groups of employees prefer which type of 
investment option and why they prefer them.  
 
In addition, the small sample size also did not allow for a detailed analysis of cultural differences. It is possible 
that employees from different countries would differently answer the questions of the survey. In order to test 
for such cultural differences in answering the questions, we calculated the mean scores of different sets of 
questions and compared them between European and Non-European respondents. The histogram and the 
results of the corresponding independent-sample t-test in Figure 11 show that there are significant differences 
for several sets of questions. European respondents scored significantly lower than Non-European respondents 
for the questions on employees’ behaviour, habits and attitudes related to the environment 
(“Mean_behaviour”), for the questions about employees’ opinion of the corporate programme 
(“Mean_opinion”), as well as for the questions about the sensitivity of energy related data (“Mean_privacy”). 
These observations show that cultural differences in answering the survey questions may exist and should be 
taken into account. Consequently, it would be reasonable to adjust corporate programmes to such cultural 
differences. 
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Figure 11: Mean scores and t-test results for different sets of questions of European and Non-European respondents 
 
A further problem of our sample is that it may not have included employees who are unsatisfied with the 
programme. These employees might have been reluctant to invest time to fill in a survey about the 
programme. An increased sample size could reduce most of the mentioned problems which should be taken 
into account for future data collection. 
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 Annex A.
 
A.1. Survey Overview 
 
A.1.1. Tabular view 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Text Welcome to this questionnaire about Environmental Decision Making by Employees 
Study description 
… 
 1 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Text General Information about this Questionnaire 
….  2 
Agreement I voluntarily consent to participate in the study. I have read this consent form and understand 
the nature and the purpose of the study.  
I understand that I am free not to participate in the study. 
Do you agree with the above?  I agree 
Agreement 2 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Energy saving 
behavior and habits 
 
1 =  
I do not agree at all, 
 
7 = 
I totally agree 
 
I feel personally obliged to save as much energy as possible. aspectsencons1 3 
I feel guilty when I waste energy. aspectsencons2 3 
CO2 abatement is important to me. aspectsencons3 3 
My friends and family expect me to compensate for my CO2 emissions. aspectsencons4 3 
My colleagues expect me to compensate for my CO2 emissions. aspectsencons5 3 
Overall, my colleagues care about energy consumption. aspectsencons6 3 
Overall, my friends and family care about energy consumption. aspectsencons7 3 
My friends and family expect me to save energy. aspectsencons8 3 
Behaving in an environmentally friendly way feels good. aspectsencons9 3 
Behaving in an environmentally friendly way is cheaper in the long run. aspectsencons10 3 
Behaving in an environmentally friendly way is normal. aspectsencons11 3 
To the extent that I save energy, I do mainly because it makes me feel good. aspectsencons12 3 
To the extent that I save energy, I do so mainly becauses saving energy saves me money. aspectsencons13 3 
To the extent that I conserve energy, I do so mainly because it’s morally right. aspectsencons14 3 
To the extent that I conserve energy, I do so mainly because it’s normal. aspectsencons15 3 
To the extent that I conserve energy, I do so mainly because it’s good for my image. aspectsencons16 3 
Saving energy is a good thing to do. aspectsencons17 3 
I want to be seen as someone who cares about energy conservation  aspectsencons18 3 
I know exactly how much I pay for electricity every month. aspectsencons19 3 
I turn off the lights when I leave a room. aspectsencons20 3 
I completely switch off electronic devices when not in use (that is, no stand-by). aspectsencons21 3 
When I use an air-conditioning at home, I set the thermostate at approx. 25°C (minimum). aspectsencons22 3 
When I heat my home, I keep my room temperature at approx. 20°C (maximum).  aspectsencons23 3 
I pay attention to my energy consumption. aspectsencons24 3 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
COYou2 Awareness 
and Participation 
 
 
Have you heard about the COYou2 Programme? (1=yes, 0=no) heardabout 4 
Have you already participated in COYou2? (1=yes, 0=no) alreadyparticipated 5 
In which Swiss Re office were you mainly employed when you participated in the COYou2 
Programme? SwissofficeTotal 
6 
Are you planning to participate (again) in the 2012-2013 COYou2 Programme? (1=no, 2=I do not 
know yet, 3=yes/I would like to, but I have reached the maximum subsidy amount) Participatelikelyhood 
7 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
COYou2 Opinion 
 
1 =  
I do not agree at all, 
 
7 = 
I totally agree 
 
The subsidies offered by the COYou2 Programme are financially attractive. participation1total 8 
The future money savings that result from this measure are small. participation2total 8 
The COYou2 Programme has benefits for the environment. participation3total 8 
I know collegues who participated in the COYou2 Programme. participation4total 8 
Participating is the right thing to do. participation5total 8 
It is important that a good example is set participation6total 8 
The COYou2 Programme is good for the image of Swiss Re in the long run participation7total 8 
The COYou2 Programme is good for the success of Swiss Re in the long run. participation8total 8 
Participating in this program is good for my personal reputation participation9total 8 
My colleagues expect me to participate. participation10total 8 
It feels good to participate. participation11total 8 
The measures offered in this programme make life easier. participation12total 8 
The measures offered in this program improve my quality of life. participation13total 8 
Joining the program is easy. participation14total 8 
The contribution of the COYou2 Programme to protecting the environment is very small. participation15total 8 
Participation in the program takes a lot of time. participation16total 8 
Joining the program involves a lot of bureaucracy. participation17total 8 
Most of the measures are appealing to me. participation18total 8 
There are many measures that are appropriate for my situation. participation19total 8 
I would recommend participating in the COYou2 Programme to colleagues. participation20total 8 
In your opinion, which other measures should be included? participationOther 8 
Please STATE THE REASONS for your participation participationMeasure 8 
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Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Investment options 
 
For each option we 
ask: 
 
I have invested 
0 = no  
1 = yes 
 
I plan to invest 
0 = no 
1 = yes 
 
I use COYou2 
0 = no 
1 = yes 
 
Electric bicycle investedEB(1-3)total 9 
Electric car investedEC(1-3)total 9 
Electric motorcycle/scooter investedEM(1-3)total 9 
Gas car (CNG) investedGC(1-3)total 9 
Hybrid car investedHC(1-3)total 9 
Ordinary bicycle investedOB(1-3)total 9 
Public transport pass investedPTP(1-3)total 9 
Air conditioner investedAC(1-3)total 9 
Clothes dryer/tumbler investedCD(1-3)total 9 
Clothes washer investedCW(1-3)total 9 
Dishwasher investedDW(1-3)total 9 
Freezer investedFR(1-3)total 9 
Refrigerator investedRF(1-3)total 9 
Condensing Boiler/Furnace investedCB(1-3)total 9 
Heat Pump investedHP(1-3)total 9 
Building Insulation investedIN(1-3)total 9 
Rainwater harvesting tank investedRHT(1-3)total 9 
Solar heat collectors investedSHC(1-3)total 9 
Solar photovoltaic panels investedSPP(1-3)total 9 
New windows/doors investedWD(1-3)total 9 
Wood based heating system/pellet heating investedWBH(1-3)total 9 
Other investment 
realized  
Is there another green measure you have already invested in? You can type in a free response in 
the field below. investOther 9 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Time of investment 
0 = no; 1 = yes 
This question relates to the measure(s) you have invested in. When did you invest in this (these) 
measure(s)? 
 
Options: Before; 2007; 2008; 2009; 2010; 2011; 2012 
when(EB-WBH)(year) 10 
Amount of used  
COYou2 subsidy 
0 = no; 1 = yes 
What share of the maximal available COYou2 subsidy have you used so far? Please select the 
most likely percentage share. (Example: 50% means that you have used half of the subsidy 
amount available for you within the COYou2 Programme.) 
 
Options: 0%; 10%; 20%; 30%; 40%; 50%; 60%; 70%; 80%; 90%; 100%; I don’t know 
 10 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Text For the 2012-213 COYou2 period, Swiss Re designed a Subsidy Request Tool. Within this tool there 
is the possibility to calculate the impact of your chosen measure (for instance switching to an 
electric car or energy efficient washing machine) on your carbon footprint. 
 
The image below gives an example of someone who is applying for a hybrid car. You can do the 
same calculation for all the other measures. Note that sometimes this calculation can also show 
that a choice leads to more CO2 emissions than before (for instance when someon switches from 
public transport to a hybrod car).  
 
We would like to know what you think of this CO2 Calculation. 
 11 
 
CO2 Calculation 
 
1 =  
I do not agree at all, 
 
7 = 
I totally agree 
 
The CO2 Calculation gives interesting information. CO2Total1 11 
The CO2 Calculation gives important information. CO2Total2 11 
The CO2 Calculation makes me more aware of the aim of the COYou2 Programme: reducing CO2 
emissions. 
CO2Total3 11 
I would still order a subsidy if the CO2 Calculation showed me a deteriorating carbon footprint. CO2Total4 11 
The CO2 Calculation influences my decision. CO2Total5 11 
The numbers that the Calculation gives me (kg CO2/year) are difficult to interpret. CO2Total6 11 
I take the CO2 Calculation seriously. CO2Total7 11 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Activities ranking 
 
In the following you are given a selection of various green measures. Please select and rank 3 
measures you would most like to carry out in your private life. 
 
(Rank 1= highest preference) 
 12 
   Rank 1 (Drop down menu including all investment options) Rank1 12 
   Rank 2 (Drop down menu including all investment options) Rank2 12 
   Rank 3 (Drop down menu including all investment options) Rank3 12 
Is there another green measure not listed above you would like to carry out in your private life? F_Other 12 
Have you already implemented the measure you ranked first above?  (1=yes / 0=no) Preferedmeasure 12 
 
  
37 
 
Off4Firms Working Paper D2b.1 Annex 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Motives for Rank 1 
 
1 =  
I do not agree at all, 
 
7 = 
I totally agree 
 
The following questions relate to your rank 1 measure ….Please state to what extent you agree to 
the following statements.  13 
The financial returns of the measure are attractive. Rank1.1 13 
The measure saves a lot of energy. Rank1.2 13 
The measure has benefits for the environment. Rank1.3 13 
I know colleagues who carried out such a measure. Rank1.4 13 
Carrying out the measure is the right thing to do. Rank1.5 13 
It is important that a good example is set. Rank1.6 13 
The measure saves a lot of CO2 emissions. Rank1.7 13 
The technical design of the measure appeals to me. Rank1.8 13 
Carrying out the measure is good for my personal reputation. Rank1.9 13 
My colleagues expect me to carry out the measure. Rank1.10 13 
It feels good to carry out such a measure. Rank1.11 13 
The measure makes life easier. Rank1.12 13 
The measure improves my quality of life. Rank1.13 13 
Carrying out and planning the measure is easy. Rank1.14 13 
The measure is visually appealing. Rank1.15 13 
  
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Implementation 
barriers 
 
1 =  
I do not agree at all, 
 
7 = 
I totally agree 
 
Please select within the following list a measure, which you have thought about but not carried 
out yet! (Drop down menu including all investment options) notcarriedout 14 
The following questions relate to the selected measure, which you have not carried out. Assume 
there are no Swiss Re subsidies for the measure you selected. Please state to what extent you 
agree to the following statements. 
 
14 
The measure is appropriate for my situation. nosubs1total 14 
The measure is technically feasible for me. nosubs2total 14 
Carrying out the measure takes a lot of time. nosubs3total 14 
Carrying out the measure involves a lot of bureaucracy. nosubs4total 14 
My budget is too low for the needed investments. nosubs5total 14 
A professional energy consultancy recommended me to realise another measure. nosubs6total 14 
The future money savings that result from this measure are small. nosubs7total 14 
The investment pays off only beyond reasonable time.  nosubs8total 14 
The future financial benefit (e.g. fluctuations of electricity prices, expected subsidy payments) of 
the measure is too uncertain. 
nosubs9total 14 
The received subsidy payment (e.g. by local/federal government) is low. nosubs10total 14 
The available subsidy scheme (e.g. subsidy from local/federal government)is complex.  nosubs11total 14 
There is not enough information on the subsidy payments available. nosubs12total 14 
 Please state other reasons why you did not carry out this measure B_nosubsOther 14 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Text In the following, we want to know your feelings and opinions about privacy issues related to 
energy and energy consumption. 
As you can understand, to measure effects of energy measures, it is necessary to have 
information on people’s energy consumption. 
We ask these questions to better understand how people feel about these issues, and not 
because any plans related to this issue exists. 
 15 
Data sensitivity 
 
1 =  
not sensitive at all, 
 
7 = 
very sensitive 
 
In your opinion, how sensitive is the following data? Data about…  15 
... my monthly total electricity consumption. sensitive1 15 
... which electrical appliances (washing machine, fridge, tv, coffee machine…) I use at home. sensitive2 15 
… how many hours per day I use my electrical appliances at home.  sensitive3 15 
… at which time I use these electrical appliances at home. sensitive4 15 
… which car I have. sensitive5 15 
… how much I drive my car. sensitive6 15 
… what kind of heating system I have at home. sensitive7 15 
… how much oil/gas I spend per year. sensitive8 15 
… if I have solar panels on the roof of my house. sensitive9 15 
… if I use an energy-efficient fridge and/or an energy-efficient washing machine at home. sensitive10 15 
Willingness to hand 
over data 
 
1 =  
no information at 
all, 
 
7 = 
everything 
 
The following questions relate to the most sensitive data from above. Please state for the 
following groups to what degree you would give access to information about this most sensitive 
data.? 
 
15 
My Employer accessEmployer 15 
Academic Researchers accessAR 15 
Colleagues from Swiss Re accessCol 15 
My Bank accessBank 15 
My Electricity Provider accessMEP 15 
Third Party Verifier (For more information please click on the question mark above.) accessTPV 15 
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Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Text You are almost done. The following questions concern you personally. Please fill them out as 
truthfully as possible, remember that your answers will remain anonymous and confidential.  
Please select…. 
 16 
Socio-demographics 
 
…your gender (0=-;1=female; 2=male): gender 16 
…your age (1=<20; 2=20-24; 3=25-29; 4=30-34; 5=35-39; 6=40-44; 7=45-49; 8=50-54; 9=55-59; 
   10=60-64; 11=65-69; 12:>69): age 16 
…your country of origin: country 16 
…your highest achieved degree of education  
   (1=Secondary school; 2=Vocational training/apprenticeship; 3=High school; 4=Bachelor’s  
   degree; 5=Master’s/diploma degree; 6=PhD or higher): 
education 
16 
…the yearly gross income of the household you live in (in US$): 
   (0=-; 1=<25’000; 2=25’001-50’000; 3=50’001-75’000; 4=75’001-100’000; 5=100’001-150’000;  
   6=150’001-200’000; 7=200’001-250’000; 8=250’001-300’000; 9=>300’000) 
income 
16 
…the type of house you live in: (0=-; 1=single-family house; 2=multi-family house; 3= semi- 
   Detached house/terraced (row) house) 
housetype 16 
…the ownership status of your household: (0=Tenant; 1=Homeowner) ownership 16 
…the number of persons living in your household: (1=1; 2=2; 3=3; 4=4; 5=5; 6=6; 7=7; 8=8; 9=9; 
   10=>=10)  
personinhh 16 
Please type in the political party you would most likely vote for. 
Please only type in one party. 
politicalaff 16 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Text For a possible follow-up study, we kindly ask you to generate an anonymous code. Please fill out 
below. ? 
If you can’t answer one of the questions, please put in 01/01. 
  
Linking Code 
 mother’s birthdate 
ddmother/mmmothe
r 17 
father’s birthdate  dfather/mmfather 17 
Please state any other thoughts/remarks regarding the COYou2 Programme. lastquestion 17 
 
Category / Values Question Variable Page 
Text Thank you very much for participating in this study! 
Your data has been saved. You can now close this window. 
If you have any questions or important remarks other than the ones you have already stated, you 
can contact our project coordinator: …. 
 
 18 
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A.1.2. Online view 
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A.2. Generated variables and their statistical reliability 
 
Table 9: Overview of the variables related to employees’ environmental behaviour, attitudes and habits. 
Variable Statements Reliability (Alpha)8 
Personal norm • I feel personally obliged to save as much energy as possible. 
• I feel guilty when I waste energy. 
• CO2 abatement is important to me. 
• Behaving in an environmental friendly way is normal. 
• To the extent that I conserve energy, I do so mainly because it is morally right. 
• To the extent that I conserve energy, I do so mainly because it is normal. 
• Saving energy is a good thing to do. 
0.817 
Social norm • My friends and family expect me to compensate for my CO2 emissions. 
• My colleagues expect me to compensate for my CO2 emissions. 
• Overall, my colleagues care about energy consumption. 
• Overall, my friends and family care about energy consumption. 
• My friends and family expect me to save energy. 
0.853 
Hedonic goal 
frame 
• Behaving in an environmentally friendly way feels good. 
• To the extent that I save energy, I do so mainly because it makes me feel good. 
(0.559) 
Financial gain • Behaving in an environmentally friendly way is cheaper in the long run. 
• To the extent that I save energy, I do so mainly because saving energy saves me money. 
(0.614) 
Social status • I want to be seen as someone who cares about energy conservation. 
• To the extent that I conserve energy, I do so mainly because it is good for my image. 
(0.648) 
Habit and self-
reporting 
• I know exactly how much I pay for electricity every month.  
• I turn off the lights when I leave a room. 
• I completely switch off electronic devices when not in use (that is, no stand-by). 
• When I use an air-conditioning at home, I set the thermostat at approx.. 25°C (minimum). 
• When I heat my home, I keep my room temperature at approx.. 20°C (maximum). 
• I pay attention to my energy consumption. 
0.583 
Note: The variables were generated using the answers of the different statements shown in the second column 
 
Table 10: Overview of the variables about employees’ motives to participate in the corporate programme and the corresponding 
statements  
Variable Statements Reliability (Alpha) 
Programme financial 
benefit  
• The subsidies offered by the programme are financially attractive. - 
Programme 
environmental 
benefit  
• The programme has benefits for the environment. 
• The contribution of the programme to protecting the environment is small. 
(0.586) 
Programme personal 
norm 
• Participating is the right thing to do. 
• It is important to set a good example. 
(0.798) 
Programme social 
norm 
• Participating in this programme is good for my personal reputation. 
• My colleagues expect me to participate. 
(0.751) 
Programme hedonic 
goal frame 
• It feels good to participate. 
• The measures offered in this programme make life easier. 
• The measures offered in this programme improve my quality of life. 
• Joining the programme is easy. 
• Participating in the programme takes a lot of time. 
• Joining the programme involves a lot of bureaucracy. 
0.793 
Programme 
company benefit 
• The programme is good for the reputation of the company in the long run. 
• The programme is good for the success of the company in the long run. 
(0.601) 
Programme 
appropriateness 
• Most of the measures are appealing to me. 
• There are many measures that are appropriate for my situation. 
(0.857) 
Programme 
recommendation 
• I would recommend participating in the programme to colleagues. - 
 
 
8 The reliability analysis shows whether or not the merge of various statements is statistically reliable. We use the Alpha (Cronbach) model, 
which bases its estimation of reliability on the average correlation between the corresponding scores of the used statements (Field, 2009). 
The number of used statements should be larger than 2 for a reliability analysis. Therefore, the alpha value is shown in brackets only for all 
variables including the scores of two statements. 
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A.3. Time distribution of response rate and dropout rates  
 
 
Figure 12: Time distribution of response rate 
 
Figure 13: Dropout rates for each of the survey pages 
 
 
A.4. Minimum response rate and outlier analysis 
 
A.4.1. Minimum response rate 
 
The complete dataset from the survey was cleaned by counting the number of answered questions. We only 
used the questions that could be answered by all respondents of the survey. Table 11 gives an overview of 
these questions. 
 
Table 11: List of controlled for questions to determine the response rate of the respondents 
Type of questions Survey page number Number of questions 
Behaviour, attitudes, habits 3 24 
Data sensitivity 15 10 
Willingness to hand out data 15 6 
Socio-demographic 16 8 
Linking-code 17 4 
Total  52 
 
This results in a total number of 52 questions that was controlled for. The following histogram shows the 
frequencies of different response rates.  
1st Communication 
Reminder 
Welcome page 
52 
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Figure 14: Frequencies of response rates of the controlled for questions 
The histogram in Figure 14 shows that 102 respondents only looked at the welcome page of the survey and 
then dropped out. 55 respondents left the survey before page 15. 43 of them only answered the first block of 
questions completely. For the data analyses we only considered data from respondents who answered at least 
94% of the controlled for questions (i.e. respondents who did not leave more than 3 questions unanswered). 
There remain n=199 respondents in the sample. 
 
 
A.4.2. Outlier identification 
 
At first, we searched for respondents who consistently selected the same answer. The following table gives an 
overview of questions where such consistency could be observed. 
 
Table 12: Questions used for identifying respondents who consistently selected the same Likert value 
Type of questions Survey page number Number of questions 
Behaviour, attitudes, habits 3 24 
Opinion on programme 8 20 
Reasons for preference 13 15 
Barriers of implementation 14 12 
Data sensitivity 15 10 
Willingness to hand out data 15 6 
Total  87 
 
 
To identify respondents who showed such consistent scores, we counted for each respondent the total number 
of a specific score given among the 87 questions. Table 13 gives the descriptive statistics for the seven different 
count variables and shows that none of the 199 participants consistently selected the same answers in all of 
the questions. Yet, there are a few respondents who selected the same scores for most of the survey 
questions. For such respondents an additional test was performed.  
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In this additional test, it was also checked whether or not respondents answered in a sensible way. For the 
consistency check we focused on two pairs of statements where an opposite answer would have been 
expected. These statements are: 
 
• The corporate programme has benefits for the environment. 
• The contribution of the corporate programme to protecting the environment is very small. 
• Joining the program is easy. 
• Joining the program involves a lot of bureaucracy.  
 
It turned out that there were three respondents who selected the same scores for both pairs of statements. All 
of the three respondents also belong to the group of respondents who consistently gave the same scores (cf. 
Table 13). These three respondents were therefore excluded from the dataset. The final dataset therefore 
includes n=196 observations.  
 
Table 13: Descriptive statistics for the total number of specific Likert scores given in the analysed set of questions 
 
Note: Count_1 = Likert score 1, …, Count_7 = Likert score 7 
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A.5. Additional results 
 
Table 14: Employees’ motives to behave environmentally friendly  
  
Personal norm Social norm Hedonic goal frame Financial gain 
Independent variables Values B Sign. B Sign. B Sign. B Sign. 
(Constant) - 5.604 0.000 4.865 0.000 5.547 0.000 5.739 0.000 
Gender 1: female, 2: male -0.279 0.074 -0.268 0.174 -0.361 0.043 -0.389 0.066 
Age 1: <20, 2: 20-24, …, 12: >70 0.019 0.633 -0.024 0.638 0.000 0.998 -0.044 0.414 
Europe 0: Non-European, 1: European -0.167 0.306 -0.461 0.027 -0.266 0.156 -0.796 0.000 
Education 1: Secondary school, …, 6: PhD 0.088 0.251 0.013 0.894 0.134 0.128 0.120 0.250 
Income 1: <25’000$, …, 9: >300’000$ -0.058 0.119 -0.120 0.011 -0.048 0.260 -0.096 0.054 
Home ownership 0: Tenant; 1: Homeowner 0.046 0.797 -0.079 0.724 -0.016 0.937 0.489 0.044 
Persons in household 1: 1, 2: 2, …, 10: >=10 0.097 0.103 0.126 0.095 0.113 0.098 0.118 0.146 
 
Table 15: Employees’ motives to behave environmentally friendly (continued) 
  
Social status Habit and self-reporting 
Variable 
Consumption 
awareness 
Subscale 
reporting of 
energy saving  
Independent variables Values B Sign. B Sign. B Sign. B Sign. 
(Constant) - 3.876 0.000 5.242 0.000 5.152 0.000 5.392 0.000 
Gender 1: female, 2: male -0.072 0.750 -0.110 0.488 0.156 0.626 -0.216 0.239 
Age 1: <20, 2: 20-24, …, 12: >70 -0.002 0.975 0.014 0.727 0.039 0.633 0.010 0.824 
Europe 0: Non-European, 1: European -0.385 0.108 -0.406 0.015 -1.171 0.001 -0.286 0.138 
Education 1: Secondary school, …, 6: PhD 0.071 0.528 0.107 0.169 0.114 0.470 0.097 0.281 
Income 1: <25’000$, …, 9: >300’000$ -0.042 0.431 -0.101 0.008 -0.305 0.000 -0.057 0.189 
Home ownership 0: Tenant; 1: Homeowner -0.123 0.635 0.350 0.054 1.114 0.003 0.107 0.607 
Persons in household 1: 1, 2: 2, …, 10: >=10 0.138 0.115 0.025 0.674 -0.011 0.927 0.019 0.785 
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